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REMARKS 

This is a Request for Continued Examination under 37 CFR 1.114 responsive to the 
Final Office Action dated December 12, 2006. 

Amendments to the claims: 

The claims have been amended as set forth above. Specifically: 

Independent claims 1, 15 and 69 have been amended to include the limitations of 
(with underlined text indicating added limitations): 

(i) " moving the inkjet dispenser relative to the substrate " (support for which 
amendment can be found in the specification at [0029], [0038] - [0039], 
[0042], [0049], [0052], as well as Figs. 5D and 8E); and 

(ii) "wherein said subsequent quantities of fluid are ejected from said inkjet 
dispenser such that said first quantity of said fluid and> said subsequent 
quantities of said fluid form the single, continuous ligament of said fluid on 
said substrate without breaking up into individual segments " (support for 
which amendment can be found in the specification at ^ [0052]). 

v Claims 1,15 and 69 have been further amended to correct a grammatical error (i.e., 
"ejecting a first quantity of said fluid from said inkjet dispenser towards the substrate", versus 
"toward" the substrate). 

Finally, the preambles of claims 1,15 and 69 have been amended to include elements 
recited in the original claims (specifically, "the single, continuous ligament of fluid", and 
" a substrate "), and the claims have been further amended to recognize the "antecedent basis" 
for these elements as now recited in the preambles. While the Applicants acknowledge that a 
preamble has little weight as regards the patentability of a claim, the Applicants believe that 
the amendments to the preambles of claims 1,15 and 69 help to distinguish the Applicants' 
claims over the prior art, as discussed more fully below. 

Finally, the Applicants contend that no new matter has been added to the claims by 
way of the amendments. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. S 102(b) 

In the Final Office action dated December 12, 2006, claims 1, 2, 15 and 16 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Schmidle et al. ("Schmidle", U.S. 
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Pat. No. 4,686,539). Applicants hereby respectfully traverse this rejection in light of the 
current amendments to the claims. 

As a preliminary matter, it is well agreed that "[anticipation requires the disclosure in 
a single prior art reference of each element of the claim under consideration ." (W. L. Gore & 
5 Associates, Inc. v. Garlock, Inc., 721 F.2d 1540, 1554, 220 U.S.P.Q. 303, 313 (Fed. Cir. 
1983); emphasis added.) Therefore, every claimed feature of the claimed invention must be 
represented in the applied reference in order to constitute a proper rejection under 
35U.S.C. § 102(b). 

Of the claims rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) (that is, claims 1, 2, 15 and 16), 
10 claims 1 and 15 are independent claims. Accordingly, the Applicants intend to argue only the 
allowability of independent claims 1 and 15 below, it being axiomatic that any claim which 
depends from an arguably allowable base claim is also allowable for at least the same reasons. 
This should not be considered as an acquiescence on the part of the Applicants that claims 2 
and 16 are merely allowable based on their dependence from an allowable base claim, but 
15 merely as a matter of administrative efficiency at this time, and the Applicants retain their 
rights to later argue separately for the allowability of claims 2 and 16. 



Claim 1: 

As indicated above, claim 1 has been amended to now read as follows: 

* 20 

A method for dispensing a single , continuous ligament of fluid on a 
substrate with an inkjet dispenser comprising: 

ejecting a first quantity of said fluid from said inkjet dispenser towards 
the substrate; 

25 ejecting subsequent quantities of said fluid from said inkjet dispenser 

toward said substrate; and 

moving the inkjet dispenser relative to the substrate; 
wherein said subsequent quantities of fluid are ejected from said inkjet 
dispenser such that said first quantity of said fluid and said subsequent 
30 quantities of said fluid form the single, continuous ligament of said fluid on said 

substrate without breaking up into individual segments . 
(Emphasis added.) 
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As can be seen, claim 1 has been amended to now recite " moving the inkiet dispenser 
relative to the substrate " . . . "such that said first quantity of said fluid and said subsequent 
quantities of said fluid form [a] single, continuous ligament of said fluid on said substrate 
without breaking up into individual segments " As can be seen by Fig. 5D, the "moving" of 
5 the inkjet dispenser (300) relative to the substrate (540) (as indicated by the "motion" arrow 
at the top of the figure) results in a single, continuous ligament of fluid (560) being formed on 
the substrate (540), without breaking up into individual segments . This feature, and the 
inherent benefits thereof, are well demonstrated by Fig. 5D. 

Schmidle, on the other hand, only discloses, "causing the printheat [sic; "printhead"?] 

10 to eject successively higher velocity first, second and third ink droplets, respectively, to cause 
the droplets to merge in flight for producing an ultimate ink droplet ". (Schmidle, Col. 2, 
lines 19-22, emphasis added; see also Schmidle Col. 6 lines 35-39 and lines 46-50.) That is, 
Schmidle is directed towards a method for producing a droplet (i.e., " an ultimate ink 
droplet ") that is deposited on a substrate, and makes no provision for form[ing] [a] single, 

15 continuous ligament of ... fluid on Tal substrate without breaking up into individual 
segments ", as is required by Applicants' claim 1. Accordingly, while Schmidle may provide 
an improved method for providing individual (i.e., "ultimate") droplets on a substrate, 
Schmidle does not provide for "forming a single, continuous ligament of ... fluid on a 
substrate", as is required by Applicants' claim 1. Thus, the method and apparatus described 

20 by Schmidle will result in a series of discrete "ultimate droplets" being deposited on a 
substrate, whereas the method claimed by the Applicants results in a " continuous ligament of 
fluid" being deposited on a substrate. 

Further, while relative movement of an inkjet dispenser with respect to a substrate is 
inherent in any inkjet printing process (or any SFF formulation process), there is nothing 

25 within Schmidle, or indeed, within any of the prior art, which teaches or suggests "forming a 
single, continuous ligament of . . . fluid on a substrate" with an inkjet dispenser, as is required 
by Applicants' claim 1. Indeed, Schmidle makes no mention of moving the inkjet dispenser 
relative to the substrate while forming the "ultimate droplet", and so one is only left to 
conclude that the "ultimate droplet" of Schmidle is statically deposited on the substrate, as 

30 suggested by Fig. 1 1 of Schmidle. 

Accordingly, since Applicants' claim 1 now includes at least one limitation that is not 
shown by the prior art reference (Schmidle), the previous rejection of claim 1 as being 
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anticipated by Schmidle must be removed and claim 1 must be allowed. Further, since 
claim 2 depends from claim 1, it is axiomatic that claim 2 is allowable for at least the same 
reasons that claim 1 is allowable, and therefore the rejection of claim 2 as being anticipated 
by Schmidle must be removed and claim 2 must be allowed. 

5 

Claim 15: 

Claim 1 5 has been amended essentially the same as claim 1 has been amended (save 
that claim 15 recites a thermal inkjet dispenser, whereas claim 1 merely recites an "inkjet 
printer"). 

1 0 Accordingly, for at least the reasons set forth above with respect to claim 1 , claim 1 5 

is also allowable over Schmidle. Further, since claim 16 depends from claim 15, it is 
axiomatic that claim 16 is also allowable for at least the same reasons that claim 15 is 
allowable, and therefore the rejection of claim 16 as being anticipated by Schmidle must be 
removed and claim 16 must be allowed. 

15 

Claim Rejections (claims 3-6, 7-14 and 17) under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Claims 3-6, 7-14 and 17 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) for the reasons 
set forth in the Final Office action date December 12, 2006. 

Claims 3-6 and 7-14 depend from independent claim 1, and claim 17 depends from 

20 independent claim 15. As argued above, the Applicants contend that amended independent 
claims 1 and 15 are now allowable. As it is axiomatic that any claim which depends from an 
allowable base claim is also allowable, the Applicants contend that claims 3-6, 7-14 and 17 
are allowable for at least the same reasons that claims 1 and 15 are allowable. The Applicants 
therefore request that the rejection of claims 3-6, 7-14 and 17 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) be 

25 removed and that claims 3-6, 7-14 and 17 be allowed. 

Claim Rejections (claims 69 and 70) under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Claims 69 and 70 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) for the reasons set 
forth in the Final Office action date December 12, 2006. Specifically, claim 69 has been 
30 rejected as being obvious over Schmidle in view of Ishinaga (U.S. pat. No. 6,846,054). 

Claim 69 is an independent claim. Claim 69 has been amended essentially the same 
as claim 1 has been amended. Accordingly, for at least the reasons set forth above with 
respect to claim 1, claim 69 is also allowable over Schmidle, and Ishinaga does not provide 
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the deficiency between claim 69 and Schmidle (per the discussion above regarding claim 1). 
The Applicants thus contend that claim 69 cannot be obvious in light of Schmidle and 
Ishinaga, and the Applicants therefore request that the rejection of claim 69 as being obvious 
over Schmidle in view of Ishinaga be removed and that claim 69 be allowed. 

Further, since claim 70 depends from claim 69, it is axiomatic that claim 70 is also 
allowable for at least the same reasons that claim 69 is allowable, and therefore the rejection 
of claim 70 as being obvious should be removed and claim 70 should be allowed. 

Previously withdrawn claims: 

Claims 71-73 were previously withdrawn under an "Election/Restriction" 
requirement. However, in view of the allowability of independent claim 69 (from which 
claims 71-73 respectively depend), the Applicants contend that claims 71-73 should now also 
be allowed for at least the same reasons that claim 69 is now allowable. 



The Applicants respectfully submit that claims 1-17 and 69-70 (as well as previously 
withdrawn claims 71-73) are now in condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and 
allowance of the present application and all pending (and previously withdrawn) claims are 
hereby courteously requested. If, in the opinion of the Examiner, a telephonic conference 
would expedite the examination of this matter, the Examiner is invited to call the undersigned 
attorney at (509) 534 5789. 



SUMMARY 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: February 14, 2007 




John S. Reid 

Attorney and agent for Applicants 
Registration No. 36,369 
Phone: (509) 534-5789 
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